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Abstract: This case study investigates factors negatively affecting lower secondary
students’ intercultural awareness and ways to raise their intercultural awareness. The
study was carried out at a public state school in Turkey, and 32 students participated in
the study. An 8-week implementation was designed in accordance with the conceptual
framework of intercultural awareness to raise students’ intercultural awareness.
Coursebook analysis, semi-structured interview and classroom observation were used to
collect qualitative data, whereas a questionnaire was used as pre-and-posttest to collect
quantitative data. Findings revealed that cultural elements in English coursebooks were
represented in fragments, and they also involved false or invented cultural information.
In addition to coursebook-related problems, grammar-based instruction and lack of
focus on cultural topics were also among the main factors negatively affecting
intercultural awareness. As for the implementation, findings indicated that students were
able to compare cultures in a better way, improved their knowledge about other cultures
and their home culture, and were more interested in cultural topics at the end of the
implementation process.

Tiirkiye’deki Ortaokul Ogrencilerinin Kiiltiirleraras1 Farkindaliklarina Yonelik
Bir Vaka Calismasi

Bu vaka calismasi ortaokul &grencilerinin kiiltiirleraras1 farkindaliklarin1 olumsuz
etkileyen etmenleri ve kiiltlirleraras: farkindaligin nasil arttirilabileceginin yollarini
incelemektedir. Calisma Antalya’da bir devlet okulunda 32 Ggrencinin katilimiyla
gerceklestirilmistir. Ogrencilerin  kiiltiirleraras1  farkindaliklarmi  arttirmak ~ icin
kavramsal ger¢eveye gore hazirlanan 8 haftalik bir uygulama yapilmistir. Nitel veriler
ders kitab1 incelemesi, yar1 yapilandirigmig goriisme ve sinif gozlemiyle toplanirken
nicel veriler 6n ve son test olarak kullanilan bir anket vasitasiyla toplanmustir.
Calismanmn bulgular1 kullamlan Ingilizce ders kitaplarinda kiiltiirel unsurlarin
birbirinden kopuk bir sekilde verildigini ve ders kitaplarinin yanlis ya da uydurma
kiiltiirel bilgiler icerdigini ortaya koymustur. Ders kitaplariyla ilgili sorunlarin yani sira
dilbilgisi temelli Ogretimin ve kiiltiirel konulara odaklanmadaki eksiklerin
kiiltiirlerarast farkindaligi olumsuz etkilen en 6nemli etmenler oldugunu ortaya
koymustur. Uygulamanimn etkinligi agisindan ise bulgular 6grencilerin uygulama
sonrasinda farkli kiiltiirleri daha iyi kiyaslayabildigini, 6grencilerin kendi kiiltiirleri ve
diger kiiltiirlerle ilgili bilgilerini arttirdiklarim ve kiiltiirel konulara daha fazla ilgi
duymaya basladiklarini gdstermistir.
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1. Introduction

In the 21% century, numerous developments have taken place in information and
communication technologies and transportation, which has enhanced the ‘global village’
phenomenon. Today, this global village opens various windows enabling people from
different cultural, geographical and linguistic backgrounds to easily interact with one another
(Crystal, 2003; House, 2006; Kohl, 2008). What is more, the language of this global village is
English, which is “the most widely taught, read, and spoken language that the world has ever
known” (Kachru & Nelson, 2001, p. 9). Graddol (2000) associates the global status of English
with its dominance in international and virtual domains. Interaction in such domains is no
longer restricted to native speaker-nonnative speaker interactions (Byram, 2008). Besides,
native or near native proficiency alone does not necessarily help native or non-native speakers
of a language to successfully communicate with people from other cultures (Lazar, Huber-
Kriegler, Lussier, Matei, & Peck, 2007) as each person somehow reflects his/her own cultural
background in communication, so there is a “need to understand more completely the cultural
dimension of language” (Bennett, 1997, p. 16). From this standpoint, it is crucial to promote
intercultural awareness in language classrooms so that learners can feel at home and
communicate successfully in multicultural contexts (Kramsch & Sullivan, 1996;
Dugartsyrenova & Sardegna, 2018).

1.2. Intercultural Awareness and English Language Teaching

Intercultural awareness involves cultural knowledge, openness and tolerance towards cultural
differences as well as an interest in and curiosity about other cultures, and more importantly,
it incorporates the ability to put all of these into practice in real intercultural encounters
(Byram, 1997; Chen & Starosta, 1998; CoE, 2001; Guilherme, 2000; Baker, 2009). Although
its significance is frequently highlighted, and there are various suggestions on how to promote
intercultural awareness in language classrooms, the gap between the stated goals and what is
going on in the classroom still remains one of the biggest obstacles to intercultural awareness.
Equipping language learners with intercultural knowledge and promoting intercultural
awareness are among the significant purposes of English coursebooks (McKay, 2003;
Corbett, 2010; Iriskulova; 2012), yet not all coursebooks provide adequate support and live up
to this need (Kumaravadivelu, 2009; Celik & Erbay, 2013; Akpinar, 2013; Sowa, 2014), and
‘interculturalization’ is viewed as a problem in locally and internationally published English
coursebooks (Aliakbari, 2002; Yamanaka, 2006; Lee, 2009; Zu & Kong, 2009, Xiao, 2010;
Yuen, 2011).

In addition to coursebook related problems, English teachers who want to promote
intercultural awareness often have difficulty finding suitable additional or supplementary
resources due to the lack of solid and concrete activities which aim to promote intercultural
awareness (Manjarrés, 2009; Akpinar, 2013). In many contexts, there is little debate about
what sorts of materials and activities are effective in developing intercultural awareness, and
few guidelines are available for teachers to select such materials (Sowa, 2014). Besides, as
Chlopek (2008) points out, a distinction should be made between culturally heterogonous and
culturally homogenous classes as these classes demand different activities and procedures, yet
most of the existing suggestions for promoting intercultural awareness do not refer to this
difference. Lastly, many of the available activities for raising intercultural awareness demand
a certain level of cognitive and emotional maturity with an intermediate level of proficiency
or above (Sowa, 2014) despite the view that intercultural training must “begin as early as
possible” and not be “postponed until learners are at an advanced language level and/or older
(Chlopek, 2008, p. 12).
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1.3. Intercultural Awareness in Turkish Context of English Language Teaching

One of the countries paying special attention to interculturality as an important curricular
objective in foreign language programs is Turkey. In this manner, the Ministry of National
Education (hereafter MoNE) has been trying hard to adapt the English language teaching
program to the CEFR in a more effective way since 2004. As of 2013, the English language
teaching program used for primary and lower secondary schools has been designed with the
integration of the CEFR’s principles and descriptors, and coursebooks have been revised in
accordance with the program (Cephe & Asik, 2016). However, locally published coursebooks
in Turkey have problems in terms of representing cultural diversity. The successful
integration and representation of the home culture, target culture and other cultures has not
been achieved in English coursebooks written by Turkish authors; moreover, the coursebooks
contain too many culture-neutral elements (Iriskulova, 2012; Isik, 2011; Demirbas; 2013;
Celik & Erbay, 2013; Basal, 2015; Arslan, 2016).

Besides, recent studies on intercultural awareness bifurcate in Turkey’s case. The first
trajectory is descriptive in nature with two foci. One area of focus is on the views of students
and teachers on English coursebooks. The other area of focus is on the analysis of cultural
aspects in English coursebooks to ascertain the extent to which the materials promote
intercultural awareness. On the other hand, the second trajectory is more about the
implementation of a set of activities or techniques, mostly designed by researchers, to raise
the intercultural awareness of the participants (see Civelekoglu, 2015; Saltas, 2015; Kafa,
2016; Topaloglu, 2016). However, these studies focused on preparatory classes, ELT
departments or English Language and Literature departments. Accordingly, there is a great
need for similar studies in primary, lower and upper secondary schools.

2. Methodology

The main purpose of this study is twofold. Firstly, it investigates factors negatively affecting
the 7" grade students’ intercultural awareness; secondly, it suggests ways to raise students’
intercultural awareness through practical English activities designed in accordance with the
conceptual framework. Accordingly, the study seeks answers to the research questions given
below.

1. Do the English coursebooks studied by the 7™ grade students promote intercultural
awareness in the 7" grade students?

2. Do the activities implemented in the classroom help the 7" grade students to raise their
intercultural awareness?

3. What are the students’ perceptions Of the activities?

2.1. The Research Site and the Participants

The study was carried out at a state school in Antalya, Turkey in 2018, and purposive
sampling was used to select participants. With purposive sampling, researchers have enough
room for “selecting the sample for a specific purpose,” or “the sample is chosen on the basis
of possession of the particular characteristics being sought” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison,
2007, p. 115), so this method met the needs of the study. As regards classroom activities and
procedures, Chlopek (2008) underlined that culturally homogenous classes demand different
activities and procedures for intercultural awareness, yet most of the existing suggestions for
promoting intercultural awareness do not refer to this difference. Accordingly, 7" grade
students were chosen as the participants because these students are homogenous in their
student demographic and cultural background (see Table 1); moreover, both the English
teacher and the students were eager and volunteered to take part in the study. All of these
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students took four hours of compulsory English classes and a two-hour elective English class
on a weekly basis. Two different coursebooks were studied in the English classes, and the
implementation of the intercultural awareness-raising activities was carried out in the weekly
2-hour English classes for a period of eight weeks.

Table 1
Students’ Demographics
Students’ Demographics N %
Gender Female 18 56%
Male 14 44%
Geographical region Mediterranegn Region 28 88%
grown up Aegean Rgglon g 9%
Other Regions 1 3%
Residential area City Center 32 100%
grown up
: Yes - -
Having been abroad No 39 100%
Having foreign Yes 1 3%
friends No 31 97%

2.2. Data Collection and Analysis

Four types of data collection tools were employed: a checklist for the coursebook analysis, a
guestionnaire, a semi-structured interview, and classroom observation. The questionnaire was
used to collect quantitative data and was administrated before and after the implementation of
the classroom activities and procedures to establish how effective the practices were in raising
intercultural awareness. The checklist, semi-structured interview and classroom observation
were also used as data collection instruments for collecting qualitative data to gain a thorough
picture of the case.

Yuen’s (2011) checklist was used to generate data from the coursebooks. Yuen’s (2011)
checklist was applied in two phases. Cultural elements, both written and visual, were grouped
as target culture, home culture and other cultures. Cultural elements referring to the Kachruian
inner circle countries were categorized as target culture, cultural elements referring to Turkish
culture were counted as home culture, and cultural elements referring to other cultures were
counted as other cultures after being grouped as Asian, European, African and South
American. In the second phase, cultural elements were thematically categorized into four
different cultural aspects: products, practices, persons, and perspectives. Accordingly,
products were categorized as cultural elements related to tangible objects, such as tools,
clothing, written documents, and buildings, and intangible ones, such as music, family, and
religion. Practices were categorized as cultural elements related to the behavioral patterns of a
particular society, including its customs and information about daily life and religious rituals.
Perspectives were categorized as cultural elements related to beliefs, myths, superstitions,
values, and attitudes. Finally, persons were categorized as cultural elements including well-
known icons and individuals as well as others, who can be fictitious or unknown people.

The questionnaire was used as a pre-and-posttest to display the extent to which the
implementation process increased the participants’ intercultural awareness. All of the
available questionnaires about intercultural awareness were developed through the data
generated from undergraduate and graduate students, and they have only been used at the
level of tertiary education, so there is a lack of intercultural awareness questionnaires to meet
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the needs of the researchers (Civelekoglu, 2015, p. 89). To address this need, the researcher of
this study developed the questionnaire which was used. Both the CEFR perceptions and
Baker’s (2009) suggestions on intercultural awareness were taken as the bases while
designing the questionnaire. Firstly, the researcher prepared separate items and gathered these
items in an item pool. Then, three experts examined the items for validity. Of the three
experts, two of them had expertise in scale development, and one of them had expertise in
cultural issues in English language teaching. In line with the experts’ feedback, the items were
grouped into the appropriate dimensions of intercultural awareness; some items were deleted,
and some items were re-phrased. The end result of the experts’ opinions was a Likert-type
scale questionnaire consisting of 35 items given in five different dimensions. These
dimensions are Intercultural Sensitivity, Intercultural Knowledge, Intercultural Skills,
Intercultural Interaction and Intercultural Interest. After that, the pilot study phase was
initiated for reliability. A total of 160 questionnaire forms were distributed to four different
lower secondary schools to be taken by 7" grade students (the research site was not among
them), and 104 of them were returned. The experts analyzed the results of the pilot study and
excluded four items from the questionnaire to raise reliability, and the Cronbach’s alfa
coefficient value was found .900.

The semi-structured interview sessions were conducted with eight randomly selected students
(5 were female, and 3 were male) to gain a deeper understanding of the research problems and
obtain supplementary data to explore participant perspectives in a detailed way. The pre-
determined interview questions were grouped into questions on intercultural awareness,
questions about English classes and the coursebooks and questions about the activities used
during the implementation process. The interview questions were addressed to the
interviewees in Turkish so that they could fully understand the questions, and their responses
were audio recorded. Classroom observation notes were constructed in two phases as
suggested by Gay, Mills and Airasian (2007). In the first phase, the researcher kept detailed
notes in situ. In the second phase, these notes were brought together and put in chronological
order, at which point any overlooked details were added to constitute a meaningful whole.
The second phase was completed shortly after the end of class time throughout the
implementation process to prevent the likelihood of distortion from the original observation as
underlined by Gay et al. (2007).

2.3. Data Analysis

While analyzing the coursebooks, both visuals and written texts were taken into
consideration, yet the visuals which were used for decorative purposes were not taken into
consideration. As reliability of the data has always been a big issue in such studies, the
coursebooks were also analyzed by another expert using the same checklist to reduce fallible
human judgments (Cohen et al., 2007, p. 147). The inter-rater reliability was calculated
through a formula stated by Cohen et al. (2007), given as follows;

Figure 1. Inter-rater Reliability Formula by Cohen et al. (2007, p. 147)

o Number of actual agreements
Inter-rater reliability=" "~ Number of possible agreements X 100

There was agreement on 219 items between the two raters, whereas on 19 items no agreement
was reached. Accordingly, for the authorized coursebook, the inter-rater reliability was
calculated as 92.01% using the formula given above. As for the unauthorized coursebook
studied as an additional or supplementary material, there was agreement on 130 items
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between the raters, whereas on 11 items no agreement was reached. Accordingly, for the
unauthorized coursebook, the inter-rater reliability was calculated as 92.85% using the same
formula. In addition, the researcher also consulted a third expert as the “ultimate decision
maker” for the elements on which there was no agreement between the two raters.

Data collected through classroom observations and semi-structured interviews were analyzed
through thematic analysis, which is “a process of encoding qualitative data, and it allows the
researcher to analyze several types of information in a systematic manner which enhances the
accuracy or sensitivity of the research and increases the researcher’s understanding about
people, events and situations” (Boyatzis, 1998, p. 5). The steps suggested by Braun and
Clarke (2013) were followed for the thematic analysis of the data. Transcriptions of classroom
observations and semi-structured interview were read multiple times to generate codes,
categories and themes, which were double checked by another expert to reduce fallible human
judgments.

As for quantitative data analysis, first the normal distribution was sought to decide whether a
parametric or non-parametric test would be applied to pre- and posttest results. To do so,
descriptive statistics were used for the normal distribution, in which skewness and kurtosis
values were taken into consideration. This is a descriptive method for normality, and it can
also be used for confirmation (Kirk, 2008; Abbott, 2011). Accordingly, if these values are
between + 1.5, this can be regarded as the evidence of the normal distribution (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013).

Table 2

Skewness and Kurtosis Values
Questionnaire Skewness Kurtosis
Pretest Overall -.637 .022
Posttest Overall -.798 .059

As shown in Table 2, skewness and kurtosis values for overall and for each dimension were
found between + 1.5. After normal distribution was found, a paired samples t-test was
conducted to test for statistical significance of the pre- and posttest results.

2.4. Conceptual Framework of the Activities

Before designing the activities, a conceptual framework based on the literature was
constructed in order to avoid a haphazard design. In this sense, the conceptual framework,
based on Corbett’s (2003), Chlopek’s (2008) and Sowa’s (2014) suggestions, is presented in
Figure 2. Corbett’s (2003) intercultural approach provided a basis for the design of the units.
As he states, goals are the first item in his approach and refer to a “combination of
intercultural exploration and linguistic development” (pp. 41-42). Accordingly, the goal of the
activities is based on what Sowa (2014) suggests: “increasing learners’ knowledge and
positive attitudes through reflection and comparison of cultural similarities and differences”
(p. 120). Secondly, as Corbett (2003) underlines, input can be a written or spoken text, or a
visual image for interpretation, discussion, analysis or evaluation (pp. 42-43). In the design of
the units, all three types of input were used at varying degrees. Thirdly, activities include a
full range of communicative activities, including both task and non-task (Corbett, 2003, p.
43). In addition, Chlopek’s (2008) and Sowa’s (2014) suggestions were also taken into
consideration while designing the activities. In this manner, activities were centered on
Chlopek’s (2008) stage three activity type in which the inclusion of home culture, target
culture and other cultures are stressed with a special attention paid to other cultures. Besides,
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each lesson included warm-up, production (spoken or written), and discussion sections at a
moderate degree taking students’ age, proficiency and readiness into consideration (ibid, p.
12).

Figure 2. The Conceptual Framework of Intercultural Awareness

Corbett’s (2003)
Intercultural Approach

* goals + teacher’srole

= input + students’ role

= activities  « setting

r/_Smra’s (2014) Cultural Facts .='11:p1}rmu:hﬂ\| ((Chlnpek’s (2008) stages and teaching steps_\

» focus onlitile ¢ cultre for implementation the intercultural
» focus on cultural similarities and differences approach
» focus on cultural knowledge and positive + home culture * Warm-up

attitndes » target culture(s}) » communicative activities
» focus on cultural facts rather than false « other cultures » production

sterentypes J + discussion

\. J/
INTERCULTURAL
AWARENESS

On the other hand, as Sowa (2014) suggests in her cultural fact approach, Little C culture
should be included in the instruction rather than giving too much priority to Big C culture.
Similar suggestions are also made by other scholars such as Gill and Caiikova (2002) and
Cakar (2006). Accordingly, special attention was paid to this issue while determining the main
themes for the activities. Students’ roles, as Corbett (2003) underlines, vary from activity to
activity, from stage to stage and within each activity, yet in the early stages, students need
support for the activities; thus, the teacher needs to provide materials, guidelines, and possibly
models to suggest language that might be used and lead the learners through the activities
(Corbett, 2003, pp. 43-44). As for settings, according to Corbett (2003), they are related to the
learner’s role in the activities; thus, the term involves a range of activity types including
individual work, pair work, group work and whole-class activities (p. 44). Chlopek (2008), on
the other hand, states that the term setting refers to learners’ cultural backgrounds, and in this
manner, classes are either culturally homogenous or heterogeneous, a distinction which
affects the steps followed in an activity. Combining these two views, the activities were
designed for a culturally homogenous class and involved the activity types suggested by
Corbett (2003) at varying degrees.

To sum up, by following the conceptual framework, first the main themes were determined,;
then, suitable reading and listening texts were prepared, and visuals were found for each
theme. After this process, activities were designed and put into order in each theme. While
putting the activities in order, warm-up activities were placed at the beginning of each theme.
Then, reading or listening texts were put in the second place, which were followed by
activities about the texts, and finally, speaking and/or writing activities were placed. Lastly,
the main themes were put in order by moving from familiar to unfamiliar procedures.
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3. Findings

3.1. Findings Gathered from Coursebook Analysis

As can be seen in Table 3, CB1 incorporated much more cultural elements than CB2. When
distribution of cultural elements into culture types is taken into consideration, it is clear that
target culture and other cultures were represented adequately, whereas home culture was
under-represented in CB2. In terms of cultural aspects, Table 3 shows that cultural elements
in both coursebooks were mainly represented through cultural products, persons and
perspectives respectively, whereas cultural practices were under-represented. The fact that
target culture outnumbered both home culture and other cultures in both coursebooks is not
unexpected simply because the main aim of these coursebooks is to teach English. However,
as shown in Table 3, CB1 was not dominated by any culture, and almost equal importance
was given to home culture and other cultures, whereas CB2 did not promote cultural diversity
as home culture was totally ignored in the most of the units, and other cultures were totally
ignored in the half of CB2.

Table 3
Overall Findings Related to Representation of Culture Types and Cultural Aspects in
Coursebooks

Cultural Home

Target Culture Other Cultures TOTAL
—  Aspects Culture
S Persons 40 (16.8%) 8 (3.37%) 11 (4.62%) 59 (24.79%)
2 Perspectives 23 (9.67%) 17 (7.15%) 20 (8.4%) 60 (25.22%)
g Practices 3 (1.26%) 2 (.85%) 3 (1.26%) 8 (3.37%)
G _Products 58 (24.37%) 34 (14.27%) 19 (7.98%) 111 (46.62%)
TOTAL 124 (52.1%) 61 (25.64%) 53 (22.26%) 238 (100%)
il Target Culture Other Cultures UL TOTAL
o Aspects Culture
S Persons 18 (12.76%) 7 (4.96%) 3(2.15%) 28 (19.85%)
9 Perspectives 5 (3.55%) 17 (12.05%) 6 (4.25%) 28 (19.85%)
£  Practices 5 (3.55%) 3 (2.15%) 2 (1.42%) 10 (7.13%)
S Products 42 (29.78%) 29 (20.56%) 4 (2.83%) 75 (53.17%)
TOTAL 70 (49.64%) 56 (39.72%) 15 (10.65%) 141 (100%)

In terms of the representation of cultural aspects, the overall findings related to both
coursebooks showed that the aspect of cultural products was the most represented aspect,
whereas the aspect of cultural practices was the least represented one. When these results
were compared to those found in Yuen’s (2011) and Celik and Erbay’s (2013) studies, it was
found that they were in line with both of the studies. The aspect of cultural products most
often involves more concrete and tangible objects, and thus it is easier to teach this aspect
while working with lower age groups; the aspect of cultural practices, on the other hand,
incorporates abstract and intangible cultural elements; thus, it is not always easy to teach this
aspect (Tirkan & Celik, 2007; Yuen, 2011; Celik & Erbay, 2013). This also explains why the
aspect of cultural persons constituted almost a quarter of all of the cultural elements in CBL1.
Similar to the aspect of cultural products, the aspect of cultural persons is also easily
distinguishable. The overall findings related to CB1 revealed its strengths in terms of the
representation of cultural diversity and cultural aspects, whereas they indicated weaknesses in
CB2. However, unit-based results posed some major problems in both coursebooks (see
Figures 3 and 4).
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Figure 3. Distribution of Cultural Aspects into Units in Coursebooks
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As can be seen Figures 3 and 4, cultural elements were distributed in the units in a haphazard
way in both coursebooks. Accordingly, some units had a very limited number of cultural
elements, whereas some bombarded students with cultural elements. In terms of the
representation of target culture, home culture and other cultures, the same imbalance problem
is apparent in both coursebooks as well. All of these three cultures were only represented in
two different units, whereas there was a single unit in which target culture was totally ignored
in both coursebooks. In addition, both coursebooks had units in which home culture and other
cultures were not represented.

The imbalance problem related to the cultural elements underlines weaknesses in quantity for
each unit, yet the unit-based results also showed other major problems related to the cultural
elements in quality (Bandura & Sercu, 2005; Gray, 2010; Kiss & Weninger, 2017; Simsek,
2018). Although these two coursebooks involved more than a hundred cultural elements, the
way these elements were arranged and presented was problematic. The elements representing
cultural aspects were presented in fragments and in a restricted way in both coursebooks. In
other words, these elements were presented as discrete items, and no further information
about any of them was given. For example, the aspect of cultural perspectives was presented
without being associated with the aspect of cultural practices in CB1; even though, they most
often go hand in hand because perspectives are often reflected in people’s practices and
actions, and while doing so, people sometimes use or carry certain objects for various
purposes (Moran, 2001). Presenting cultural aspects as discrete items in a fragmented way
may lead students to understand culture as a phenomenon consisting of different parts rather
than understanding it as a whole.

3.2. Findings Gathered from the Questionnaire
The comparison of pre-and-posttest results revealed that there was a statistically significant
difference in four out of five dimensions of intercultural awareness.

Table 6
Paired Samples T-Test Results
St. .
M sO Emor ot df 9
Tailed)
Mean
PRETEST OVERALL 3.30 505 .089 «
POSTTEST OVERALL 3.62 463 .081 -4.325 3L 000
Pretest Intercultural Sensitivity 3.40 .841 148
Posttest Intercultural Sensitivity 3.49 729 128 gl et 424
Pretest Intercultural Knowledge 3.14 .606 107 *
Posttest Intercultural Knowledge 3.50 502 .088 -3.103 31004
Pretest Intercultural Skills 3.34 577 102 *
Posttest Intercultural Skills 3.57 595 105 2415 3l 022
Pretest Intercultural Interaction 3.33 629 111 -
Posttest Intercultural Interaction 4.03 .602 106 876 31 .000
Pretest Intercultural Interest 3.36 571 100 «
_Posttest Intercultural Interest 3.67 .562 .099 2787 31009

*p<.05

The fact that a statistically significant difference was found for the dimension of intercultural
knowledge can be explained through the conceptual framework according to which the
activities were designed. Knowledge about different cultures is needed to be able to
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successfully engage in intercultural communication as it has an important role to play in
developing an awareness of cultural differences and relativisation (Baker, 2011). To do so,
cultural facts, especially facts about Little C culture, should be included in the instruction
rather than giving too much priority to Big C culture (Sowa, 2014). From this standpoint, the
low scores of the pretest in terms of intercultural knowledge can also be associated with the
coursebooks studied by the students. As explained above, both coursebooks had problems in
presentation and representation of cultural elements. Therefore, these problems may have
resulted in the low pretest scores in terms of intercultural knowledge. As for the posttest tests
results for the same dimension, it is clear that the activities used in the implementation
process were effective in improving students’ knowledge of other cultures.

Results related to intercultural skills showed that the implementation was helpful for making
progress in these skills. Intercultural awareness training requires an understanding of cultural
similarities (Gudykunst, Ting-Toomey, & Wiseman, 1991) and the ability to use intercultural
knowledge and understanding in real time instances of intercultural communication (Baker,
2009); moreover, it facilitates an increase in learners’ knowledge about other cultures and
their own cultures (Sowa, 2014) and abilities necessary to make use of intercultural
knowledge and understanding in real time instances of intercultural communication (Baker,
2009). As there were activities focusing on cultural similarities and differences, it can be
concluded that the implementation process helped students to develop their intercultural
skills.

Lastly, results related to the dimension of intercultural interest showed that the
implementation process led to increased interest in and curiosity about other cultures and
home culture. The low means scores on the pretest can be associated with the coursebooks
that students studied. These coursebooks had problems in both representation and presentation
of cultural elements. Cultural content and the way it is presented plays an important role in
attracting learners’ attention (Gill & Cankova, 2002; Cakir, 2006). Therefore, it can be
concluded that themes and cultural topics on which the activities were centered made
contributions to the interest of the students in cultural topics, and they had a higher level of
interest in both other cultures and their own culture at the end of the implementation.

3.3. Findings Gathered from Semi-Structured Interviews and Classroom Observations
The interview results revealed that almost none of the students had communicated with a
foreigner in English. Consequently, they stated they would feel anxious and behave with
caution to avoid making a negative impression if they were communicating with a foreigner.
A female student’s reply clearly displays this. She said:

I have never been abroad and have never spoken in English outside
the classroom, so | would definitely feel anxious in such a case [while
interacting with a foreigner in English] because I don’t think I could
express myself very well. That’s why I would also be careful about
my gestures and behaviors not make a negative impression.

On the other hand, students also underlined that they were well-aware of the relative nature of
culture. Besides, students considered learning about other cultures and their own culture in
English classes important for improving their communication with foreigners and self-
expression. For example, a male student said:
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Tourists vising our country sometimes display unusual behaviors, and
I think we should not judge their behaviors from our own culture
without knowing what they [those behaviors] mean in their culture.

A male and a female student also explained the reason why learning about cultures was
important as follows:

S1: We should learn about other cultures while learning English. 1
think this is important because we can use what we learn to clearly
express ourselves and understand other people in better way.

S2: Foreigners visit our country, and they also want to learn about our
culture. They ask questions about our culture. That’s why I think
cultural knowledge about our own culture is also important while
learning English. Otherwise, it will be difficult to reply to those
questions.

Furthermore, students also complained about grammar-based English language learning,
memorizing words and the lack of cultural focus in English classes. A female student who had
a critical eye summarized the complaints briefly but profoundly:

S8: In our English classes, we often learn grammar rules and
vocabulary. Then, we do a lot of exercises about what we learn. We
sometimes skip listening and speaking activities and sometimes not,
so we rarely focus on cultural topics unless they are important to
understand the given sentences.

The students’ comments about grammar-based learning and lack of cultural focus illustrate
low pretest scores. It can be inferred from the comment given above that students were not
adequately exposed to the cultural elements incorporated in the analyzed coursebooks; on the
contrary, they most often focused on learning grammar rules and vocabulary and skipped
communicative activities.

As for what they gained from the activities implemented, many students indicated that the
activities led to improvements in cultural observations and comparisons. In addition, they also
stated that they learned new things about other cultures and their own culture. For example,
for comparing and observing cultures three students said;

S4: During the implementation of these activities, we often compared
cultures, and that was very informative for me...Thanks to these
activities, | observed that we were not so different from other cultures.

S5: These activities were helpful because we found opportunities to
observe other cultures.

S8: The activities were helpful for comparing cultures, so now | can
compare other cultures with my own culture in a better way.

Classroom observation notes also confirmed most of the cases given above. First of all, from
the very first moment, it was obvious that English language teaching was heavily based on
teaching of grammar rules in this classroom.
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OBS-W1: The moment | entered the classroom, the first thing that
caught my attention was the sample sentences on the board. There
were 10-12 sentences about the use of the future tense which were
grouped in positive, negative and interrogative forms. Besides, a part
of the board was allocated to unknown words and their equivalents in
Turkish.

Due mainly to this reason, at the beginning of the implementation students resisted speaking
in English and attending the activities, particularly speaking activities. Furthermore, they did
not understand the reason behind these activities.

OBS-W2: | was surprised that students resisted speaking in English. |
also observed a similar situation last week. It must be a result of too
much focus on grammar rules.

OBS-W4: Some students said that they normally didn’t learn such
things [cultural topics] and also added that although learning cultural
topics was enjoyable, they didn’t understand the reason why they were
studying these topics.

From the mid-weeks of the implementation process, it was observed that the number of
students taking part in the activities increased. Furthermore, they not only took part in the
activities more willingly, but they also enjoyed the class time simply because they did not
learn English in the way they used to.

OBS-W5: Compared to the first weeks, more and more students
started to participate in the activities, particularly in speaking and
writing activities.

OBS-WS5: Today one of the students said that these activities were
entertaining, and they enjoyed the classes, but she also added that she
did not feel she was studying English simply because she did not
study grammar rules.

OBS-W6: Students took part in speaking activities more willingly.

OBS-W6: It makes me feel very good that students have high
motivation, participate in the activities willingly and enjoy the classes.

Towards the end of the implementation process, it was observed that students were able to
make better comparisons, their resistance problem was totally solved, and their interest and
curiosity in cultural topics were also increased.

OBS-W?7: Towards the end of the implementation, students compared
similarities and differences between cultural elements in a better way.

OBS-W?7: | think students have overcome their resistance to speaking
as more students participated in speaking activities. As far as |
observed, they felt relaxed.

OBS-Wa8: Students wanted more information and explanations about
the reasons behind some cultural practices.
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4. Discussion

The findings of this study pertain to two areas: factors that negatively affected intercultural
awareness and the extent of the effectivity that the implementation process facilitated. The
first factor that had negative effects on intercultural awareness was coursebook-based
problems. Coursebooks are still the most significant instructional materials in English
language teaching (Richards, 2005; Tomlinson, 2011), and they are the tools through which
the curriculum, educational plans and decisions are actualized (Arikan, Soydan & Isler, 2014),
particularly in Turkey’s case because EFL curricula are only maintained and realized through
coursebooks (Arikan, 2008, 2011). The overall findings related to cultural elements that both
coursebooks incorporated showed their strengths, whereas unit-based analysis posed major
problems about the phenomenon in question. Accordingly, cultural elements in both
coursebooks were distributed in an imbalanced way, and cultural aspects were presented
through fragmented items. According to Davcheva and Sercu (2005), this problem is a result
of too much focus on subjects connected to the media and mass culture, also labelled ‘plastic
culture,” rather than devoting more time and space to ‘the true aspects of culture’ (p. 101).
What is more, both coursebooks incorporated false or invented cultural information. For
example, in a reading text, it was stated that Sutra River was on the edge of extinction.
However, there is no such river in India; it is the name of a famous novel written by Gita
Mehta, a famous Indian author. Such false or invented cultural information does not reflect
the reality, nor does it help the students; thus, course materials should include factual cultural
information to promote intercultural awareness (Sowa, 2014). Furthermore, presenting such
false or invented cultural information may pave the way for false stereotypes about other
cultures as well as home culture. More importantly, this may also negatively influence
students’ cultural schemata which consists of generalized collections of the knowledge that
individuals store in memory through experiences (Nishida, 1999, p. 756). Incorporating a
great number of cultural elements does not lead to cultural diversity and intercultural
awareness (Celik & Erbay, 2013) because teaching culture is “much more than a simple
presentation of cultural elements” (Shin, Eslami & Chen, 2011, p. 265).

Although coursebook analysis revealed the strengths and weaknesses of these materials in
terms of interculturality, what is essential is “what teachers and learners actually do with these
materials in the classroom” (Tomlinson, 2012, p. 156). From this standpoint, the findings
revealed that grammar-based instruction was another factor negatively affecting students’
intercultural awareness. As Baker (2009) states, “it may be possible to teach language in a
culturally ‘neutral’ manner as a purely academic exercise restricted to the classroom through
abstract and de-contextualized grammatical manipulation exercises,” yet in many contexts
where language is used as a tool for communication of any kind, inside or outside the
classroom, this is never the case because “interlocutors will always be attempting to convey
something and communication will always involve interpretations, and these meanings and
interpretations will be inevitably culturally based” (p. 220). Studies about English language
teaching in Turkey, on the other hand, portray a different picture. Arikan (2011) states that
when the primary school English language classrooms in Turkey are considered, the most
frequently used language learning activities are filling in the gaps/blanks and completing
grammar exercises. This finding alone suggests that despite curricular changes which
prioritized communicative aspects in language learning, classroom activities in Turkey are
still mainly mechanical. Apart from activities, teachers prefer traditional approaches to
grammar teaching in Turkey (Uysal & Bardakgi, 2014) because they think that this approach
addresses the need for students to learn these rules, is a practical solution for solving
classroom management problems, and is an easy way to teach grammar rules (Sarag-Siizer,
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2007). Besides, as Uztosun (2017) states, teachers also focus on grammar in Turkey as they
learned the target language in the same manner; consequently, they regard grammar-based
instruction as a tradition.

However, raising intercultural awareness is directly related to integrating cultural diversity
(CoE, 2001; Chlopek, 2008), choosing appropriate cultural topics (Gill & Catikova, 2002;
Cakar, 2006), enriching course materials with appropriate and functional visuals (Roell, 2010;
Frank, 2013; Kiss & Weninger, 2017), giving factual cultural information, and making
students compare similarities and differences between their own culture and other cultures
(Sowa, 2014). Accordingly, the findings also revealed that there was a lack of focus on
cultural topics in the classroom. This can be associated with teachers’ attitudes towards
culture. As Arikan (2011) underlines, from the perspectives of Turkish teachers of English
learning, culture is not necessary for students to be successful language learners. In a similar
vein, as posed by Baltact and Tanig (2018), integration of cultural information is heavily
based on English coursebooks.

In terms of the effectiveness of the implementation process, qualitative findings showed that
there was a statistically significant increase in the posttest results of intercultural knowledge,
skills, interaction and interest. The fact that no statistically significant difference was found
for the dimension of intercultural sensitivity can be explained by age and lack of intercultural
encounters and experiences. These variables have a significant influence on intercultural
sensitivity, and older people tend to have more experience with intercultural relations as they
have had an opportunity to develop more complex orientations to cultural difference (Bennett,
1993). Likewise, Fretheim’s (2007) and Westrick and Yuen’s (2007) studies revealed that
there was a positive correlation between age and intercultural sensitivity, and older
participants had a higher level of intercultural sensitivity. However, Roh (2014) underlines
that the influence of the age factor on intercultural sensitivity may not be that powerful though
intercultural experience has a major impact on the concept. On the other hand, intercultural
sensitivity is an affective aspect (Chen & Starosta, 1998), and thus it can be influenced by
other factors, such as emotional empathy, social self-concept and satisfaction with life (Mico-
Cebrian & Cava, 2014). As the students constituted a culturally homogeneous whole, and
almost all of the participants lacked intercultural encounters and experience, the
implementation process may not have provided adequate help to the participants to raise
intercultural sensitivity.

Although the findings related to intercultural interaction showed that the implementation
helped students to improve themselves in this dimension, these findings may display a
delusive portrait. The statistically significant increase found in this dimension could be
associated with the speaking and role-play activities implemented in the classroom simply
because, as Byram, Gribkova and Starkey (2002) suggest, such activities are very useful tools
for improving intercultural interaction. However, trainings for better interaction with
culturally different people can be considered “secondhand experiences” as these activities are
most often based on simulations or role-plays rather than real intercultural encounters (Chen
& Starosta, 1998). Likewise, as Baker (2009) underlines, individuals’ experience of
intercultural communication is a major factor in the development of intercultural awareness
along with its influence on language use and learning, yet intercultural experience alone does
not seem to necessarily entail the development of intercultural awareness (p. 206).
Accordingly, it seemed that the activities used in the implementation helped students to make
progress in intercultural interaction, and thus it can be interpreted that students were less
likely to experience difficulties while interacting with culturally different people. However, it
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should be noted that the results related to intercultural interaction are less likely to indicate
that students who participated in the study turned into effective interactants in real
intercultural interactions as all these activities were applied in a culturally homogeneous
classroom, and students’ ‘secondhand’ experiences did not transcend the classroom.

In a similar vein, qualitative findings also showed that students improved their intercultural
skills and increased their knowledge of and interest in other cultures. In addition, findings also
showed that students enjoyed participating in these activities during the implementation
process, which can be associated with the observed increase in the number of students who
participated in the activities throughout the implementation process. Active class participation
is not only desired, but it is also a must when it comes to cultural learning and developing
learners’ intercultural communicative competence and awareness (Baker, 2012) because, after
all, it is the learner who has the most important role in the process of developing intercultural
communicative competence (Kiss & Weninger, 2017, p. 194). The qualitative findings
indicated that focusing on cultural similarities and differences plays a crucial role while
promoting intercultural awareness. Besides, choosing appropriate themes that reflect the real
lives of the given cultures, giving factual cultural information about these cultures, and
enriching activities with suitable visuals also had an important role in raising intercultural
awareness of students. In fact, when these criteria were a theme, it attracted students’
attention, facilitated their improvement of comparison skills and increased their knowledge of
their own culture and other cultures.

5. Conclusion

Today, it has become crucial to include knowledge of other cultures while teaching English
because language learners often find themselves in a world where they meet people of other
cultures and origins in their environment (Sarigoban & Caligkan, 2011), and the dominant
language used in such a world is English. Likewise, Turkish students largely use English to
communicate with other nonnative speakers, and thus a shift to teaching English as an
international language may lead to much more progress in improving students’ intercultural
communicative competence, and it may also lead students to become better interactants in
international settings (Dogan¢ay-Aktuna & Kiziltepe, 2005; Bayyurt, 2006). Accordingly, it is
an essential need to promote intercultural awareness of English language learners. Similarly,
coursebook authors and English teachers are responsible for fostering knowledge of and
interest in other cultures along with students’ own culture rather than touching only upon the
target culture.

The findings showed that both English coursebooks prepared by Turkish authors have major
problems fostering intercultural awareness due mainly to presenting cultural elements in
fragments and incorporating false or invented cultural knowledge. To solve this problem,
existing and in-use English coursebooks should be revised and purged of such cultural
knowledge. Moreover, coursebooks should also include activities which are centered on
comparing and contrasting similarities and distinctive difference between students’ own
culture and other cultures to promote intercultural awareness. Another problem illustrated by
the findings is grammar-based instruction and lack of focus on cultural topics. In-service
teacher trainings on how to address and pay attention to cultural topics, and how to raise
intercultural awareness can be provided to teachers to solve this problem. In addition, it
should be noted that English language teacher education programs play a key role in shaping
language education in Turkey, and thus they “should imbue student teachers with the
perspective and insight of English as an international language” (Ozmen, Cakir, & Cephe,
2018, p. 27), and they should make student teachers ready to teach English in accordance with
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zeitgeist of English language teaching (Coskun, 2013). Lastly, findings within this study
showed that intercultural awareness-raising activities designed in accordance with the given
conceptual framework worked well with the culturally homogenous 7" grade students.
However, it should be underlined that there is still a great need for similar studies.
Accordingly, similar activities can be designed in accordance with the same framework, and
these activities can be also implemented with a large number of students. In this way, which
types of activities actually work well, and which do not can easily be seen.
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Appendix
Questionnaire Items

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.

21.

22.
23.
24,
25.
26.

217.
28.

29.
30.

31.

I’m interested in people coming from different cultures.

| cope with the conflicts resulting from cultural differences.

I also learn about cultures of different countries (apart from American and British
cultures) while learning English.

I like learning about different cultures.

I’m open to the ideas of people coming from different cultures.

| detect the similarities between my own culture and other cultures.

While learning English, I also learn about cultures of countries where English is spoken
I’m willing to be friends with people coming from different cultures.

If I evaluate people in terms of my own culture, I may reach the wrong conclusions.

. I distinguish differences between my own culture and other cultures.
. While learning English, 1 also learn about my own culture.
.l avoid displaying behaviours that may pave the way for misunderstandings while

interacting with people coming from different cultures.

| tolerate unusual behaviours of people coming from different countries.

| find different lifestyles of people coming from different countries as strange.

I observe both my own culture and other cultures.

| interact with people coming from different countries with ease.

I use my knowledge about their cultures while interacting with people coming from
different cultures.

I respect beliefs of people coming from different cultures.

| take every opportunity to learn about cultures of different countries.

While learning English, I also learn the differences between my culture and other
cultures.

I show that I understand them while interacting with people coming from different
cultures.

I’m eager to learn about different cultures.

I like exploring lifestyles of different cultures.

I explain both similarities and differences between my own culture and other cultures.
| feel anxious while interacting with people coming from different cultures.

| try to learn about their cultures while interacting with people coming from different
cultures

I respect values of people coming from different cultures.

While learning English, I also learn that there are similarities between my own culture
and other cultures (apart from American and British cultures).

| tolerate the conflicts resulting from cultural differences.

While learning English, I also learn that there are different lifestyles in different
countries.

| accept there are differences between my culture and other cultures.



